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Cohesion in this thesis is defined as a semantic process. Unlike coherence, cohesion is 
visible and superficial to us. The notable forms of cohesive links are the conjunctions 
such as and and but, and the deixes such as the and this. All these lexes help to link the 
sentences together into a discourse or a text. 
 
In analyzing cohesion in English, Halliday and Hasan (1976) look on cohesion as a 
semantic process in respond to the discourse itself, which is also dynamic. They declare 
tow kinds of cohesive devices —the grammatical one and the semantic one. The 
grammatical ones refers to the lexes which bring to the discourse the grammatical sense 
such as the deixes the and that; the semantic sense refers to the vocabularies which 
really make sense, with the most prominent class of nouns. With this classification as 
the basis, the two linguists again subdivide the category of semantic sense into three 
types: reference, conjunction and lexical cohesion. The types belonging to grammatical 
cohesion are substitution and ellipsis.  
 
The semantic types include reference, conjunction and lexical cohesion. Halliday & 
Hasan (1976) distinguish three kinds of reference: Pronominals, Demonstratives and 
definite articles, and comparatives. The Pronominals are mostly from the category of 
pronouns, such as he, she, it and they. The demonstratives and definite article are the 
determiners such as this, these, and the definite article the. The comparatives are those 
words which indicate identity, similarity or difference, for instance, same, similar, such, 
different, and so forth.  
 
Lexical cohesions cover a more general and ambiguous area. It is the cohesive effect 
achieved by the selection of vocabulary. The most frequently are repetition, synonymy, 
and collocation. Repetition is frequently seen in the use of general items having 
generalized reference within major noun classes, for instance, man, people, girl, matter, 
thing and so on. Synonymy is the use of a synonym of a previous lexis in the discourse. 
And collocation is the cohesion between any pair of lexical items that stand to each 
other in some recognizable lexico-semantic relation. Conjunction, a little bit different 
from other items, situates on the borderline of the grammatical and semantic cohesion. 
It is mainly grammatical, but with a lexical component in it. In this thesis, though, it is 
put under the category of semantic relation. There are altogether five types of 
conjunctions, defined by Halliday & Hasan (1976): additive (such as so and therefore), 
temporal (such as then and next), and the continuatives (such as well and anyway) and 
the intonation, which is skipped for the text being analyzed in this thesis is all 
written-down discourses. 
 
Substitution substitutes an earlier item in the text, and ellipsis stands as nothing in for an 
earlier item. There are three main types of substitution: nominal substitution, verbal 
substitution and clausal substitution, i.e., the substitute item being a noun, a verb or a 
clause. As to ellipsis it also has three kinds like substitution: nominal ellipsis, verbal 
ellipsis, and clausal ellipsis, for it in fact is the zero form of substitution. These two 














relations between sentences. 
 
With the above devices mentioned, cohesion is achieved in discourse. However, there is 
one thing which needs to stress here that the distinction between grammatical and 
lexical cohesions are really one of degree, as Halliday and Hasan (1976) remarked, and 
like all components of the semantic system, it is realized through the lexical 
grammatical system. Nevertheless, the frequency of use and the distribution of the 
cohesive devices is genre-related. It is from this point that the thesis starts. 
 
With the framework of Halliday and Hasan as the basis, the thesis sets its aim to 
uncover the relation between the use of cohesion and the genre, and the intralink 
between two kinds of genres, narratives, and non-narratives. In order to fulfill the goal, 
a corpus is built for analysis. There are two kinds of discourse chosen: fairy tales and 
legal documents, each having 25 texts. The fairy tales and legal documents, as Figure 1 
by Finnegan (Cf. Chapter One) shows, situate on two ends of the continuum of genres, 
the fairy tales embodying the narratives and the legal documents stands for the 
non-narratives. While analyzing the texts, we find out that references have a highest 
frequency in fairy tales while in legal documents, lexical cohesions have a highest 
frequency. So from here it can be concluded that the use and frequency of cohesive 
devices is genre-related. And furthermore, the thesis looks into the possibility of the 
intralink of the two genres. Here, the thesis introduces two 
concepts — grammaticalization and markedness. From the phenomenon of the high 
frequency of conjunctions in legal documents, the hypothesis of this thesis is that 
non-narratives are forms once derived from narratives by grammaticalization, which is 
the routinization of a grammatical phenomenon, and is the marked form in contrast to 
narratives. In other words, non-narratives are analogous with narratives. To prove the 
hypothesis suggested, the author uses the statistical method to analyze the corpus, 
making use of a formula: 
Numbers of ties 
 Distribution  of the Devices= *100% 
                            Numbers of the clauses  
The result is not beyond expectation. From the analysis, the author found that in the 
discourses of fairy tales, the cohesion reference  ranks the first; while in the discourses 
of legal documents, the cohesion lexical cohesion ranks the first. With this discovery, it 
is safe to say that the distribution of cohesion is genre-related, and further, it supports 
the hypothesis that there does exist intralink between the discourse of narratives and 
non-narratives. 
 
However, during the analysis, there are some problems exist affecting the result of the 
analysis. The thorniest one is the counting of ties. For example, there is the counting of 
the neutral the, which is a definite article, and repetition. In fact, it is very common to 
find that cohesive devices are always cooperating with each other to perform the 
cohesive functions. For instance,  
 














Here there are two ties. One is the determiner the and the other is the lexical cohesion 
bear, which is the exact repetition of the word bear in the first sentence. The two ties 
both functions cohesively in the discourse. In this aspect, these kinds of ties are treated 
as two in the thesis. 
 
To make it clear, the paper goes deeper in this problem, trying to find a satisfying 
answer. So, the author divides three types of cohesive devices according to their 
syntactic function. As Halliday and Hasan (1976) argues, being grammatical or lexical 
is not so clear cut, the author drew the conclusion that every kind of devices has two 
facets, the grammatical sense, and the lexical sense. When either of the sense is weak, 
the device can only occur with the others but cannot stand independently. Accordingly, 
ellipsis and conjunction is classified as the independent type; the reference and 
substitutions, the semi-independent type, excluding the neutral the; and lexical cohesion 
and the neutral the, the dependent type for there is no instance to prove that they can 
stand alone in the discourse. By such explanations, the statistics obtained is legalized 
and acceptable. 
 
In a word, the thesis, having explored the functions of the cohesive devices, and their 
relations, has relatively uncovered the relation between the genres and the cohesive 
devices, and further, proves the intralink of narratives and non-narratives, i.e., the 
analogous relation. As a result, the thesis provides some guidelines to the teaching of 
writing in English, namely, when writing different kinds of genres, special attention 
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In our daily life, most of us will communicate by language, and while we are talking, 
we are not giving the information word-by-word, but in a serious of sentences, i.e., a 
chain of words. These words are not compiled randomly but have a center, with some 
devices. Let’s look at two examples: 
(1) This box contains, on average, 100 large paper clips. ‘Applied linguistics’ is 
therefore not the same as  ‘linguistics’. The tea’s as hot as it could be. This is 
Willie Worm. Just send 12 Guinness ‘cool token’ bottle tops. 
(2) Play back. Raymond Chandler. Penguin Books in association with Hamish Hamilton. 
To Jean and Algae, without whom the book could never have been written. One. 
The voice on the telephone seemed to be sharp and peremptory, but I didn’t hear 
too well what it could —partly because I was only half awake and partly because I 
was holding the receiver upside down. 
 
After having a glace at these two examples, we will feel that logically they have 
something that can connect the sentences together. Though our human brains are apt to 
associate things together, we cannot build any relations among the sentences in example 
(1). It looks like a mix of fragmental ideas. And as to example (2), we can barely treat it 
as a whole by imagine it as a tape script being played. In other words, we are mending 
the two discourses by ourselves since cohesive devices are wanting, which are a 
universal discoursal phenomenon. 
 
Therefore, this thesis is going to discuss the functions of cohesive devices and their 
application in two kinds of discourses —legal documents and fairy tales, and thus 
explore the inner link of these two kinds of discourses.  
1.1. Cohesion—a Discoursal Phenomenon 
 
As we found out in the previous passages, that sentences can be structured by their 
semantic relationships into a discourse, which is often referred to as coherence, what 
we pay more attention to cohesion, because it is always there, visible, unlike coherence, 
which must be realized by our cognitive capability. 
 
When we are talking about the cohesive devices, mostly we will think of conjunctions, 
in the traditionally grammatical sense —such as, and, but, however and though. Strictly 
speaking, they are cohesive devices, but cohesive devices are not limited to this class. 
Obviously, cohesion covers a vaster range. In order to understand cohesion, some 
















The word text is used in linguistics to refer to any passage, spoken or written, of 
whatever length, that does form a unified whole, for instance, prose, verse, dialogue or 
monologue. It may be anything from a single proverb to a whole play, from a 
momentary cry for help to an old-day discussion on a committee. In a word, a text is a 
unit of language in use, and is best regarded as a semantic unit. As Halliday and Hasan 
(1976) state, “It is realized by, or encoded in sentences.” According to the idea above, 
apparently, example (1) is not composed as a whole, and thus is not a semantic unit; 
contrarily, example (2) is a text, presenting us as part of a typescript. 
 
Sometimes, the term discourse is used as the substitution of text in some linguistic 
books. Generally speaking, they are frequently used as synonyms, though some 
linguists insist that discourse is for spoken communication and text is for spoken 
communication.  
 
This thesis intends to use discourse as an embracing term while defining all the 
materials in my corpus texts, for they are the products and reflection of language 
communicative process, or as customarily assumed, the actual language units produced 
on the page. In this respect, it is acceptable to neglect the contextual factors moderately. 
1.1.2. Texture 
The word texture  is being explained in the dictionary as arrangement of threads in 
textiles (OED 1999). When we apply it in the description of languages, it is assigned a 
new sense — the arrangement of words or sentences to a text. Halliday & Hasan (1976) 
has shaped the concept of texture  in the book Cohesion in English properly: 
The concept of texture is entirely appropriate to express the property of 
‘being a text’. A text has texture, and this is what distinguishes it from 
something that is not a text. It derives this texture from the fact that it 
functions as unity with respect to its environment. (1976: 2) 
Then to discover the factor that bestows this property to a text, it is needed to 
look at the example below: 
(3) The queen was just driving by, and when she heard the crying she stopped her 
carriage, came into the house, and asked the mother why she beat her 
daughter. 
(Source: The Three Spinning Women) 
In this example, it is clear that the first and second she, and the first her refer 
back it the queen. This function, which is indeed anaphoric, gives cohesion to 
this clause complex, and the third she and the second her refer to the mother. 
Here presupposition is not enough and it is the cohesive devices that provide the 
texture. 
1.1.3. Tie 
While we are analyzing the texts, we may need a term to refer to a single instance of 














of Halliday & Hasan (1976) is called a tie . Hence I will take in the term in this thesis. 
This will enable us to analyze a text in terms of its cohesive properties, and give a 
systematic account of its patterns of texture. 
1.1.4. Cohesion 
In the English language, we usually cannot single out a text without cohesion. Cohesion 
is permeating everywhere. Asher has offered us the definition of cohesion in the 
Encyclopedia of Language and Linguistics: 
Cohesion, a term popularized by Halliday & Hasan 91976) refers to the 
various linguistic means (grammatical, lexical, phonological) by which 
sentences ‘stick together’, are linked into larger units of paragraphs or 
stanzas, or chapters. It is also known as ‘inter-sentence linkage/ 
‘concord’/or ‘connectivity’. Cohesion is an important device for aiding 
argumentation, explanation, contrast, emphasis, etc., especially in complex 
or technical texts, with the use of connectives or conjuncts like however, in 
addition or so. (Asher 1994: 604) 
Cohesion always functions with coherence. We can never say that one text has only 
either of them in it. And more often than not it is easy to notice the cohesive device in 
text — and. This kind of devices, which including the words as however, so, then, but 
and so forth, constitutes the category of conjunction, is the most palpable discourse 
linkers. 
1.2. The History of the Cohesive Study 
Cohesive study for a long time remained in the area of rhetoric, and can be traced back 
to the Greek and Roman times. But it is the seventies and eighties saw the booming of 
cohesion study. In the early seventies, a number of important works were published that 
dealt with the subject of cohesion. The earliest of the studies available was that of Quirk, 
Greenbaum, Leech, and Svartivik (1972).  
Several of the later chapters of this mammoth grammar were devoted 
to the features that ground a sentence in its context, building on previous 
works by the authors (particularly Greenbaum 1969); this account was 
recently superseded by a much-expanded description in Quirk et.al (1985). 
Another of these studies, Gutwinski (1976), attempted to root cohesion in a 
stratificational framework; its focus on the potential stylistic applications of 
cohesive studies has provided a starting-point for some research studies in 
stylistics. (Hoey 2000: 4) 
However, the most well known and widespread is the book Cohesion in English (1976), 
which listed and classified the devices available in English for linking sentences to each 
other, and (less directly) on an unpublished, but widely circulated, report on research 
into scientific text by Huddleston, Hudson, Winter, and Henrici (1968) that used 
Halliday’s model of grammar. The core of Halliday and Hasan’s cohesive theory is that 
cohesion is not a structural relation, but a semantic one. It involves mainly five ways in 
English: reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion. All these 
devices functions differently and in Chapter 2 there will be a more specific discussion 














1.3. Cohesion—a Functional Approach 
As mentioned above, Halliday and Hasan’s theory becomes the central theory applied in 
the text analysis. Besides the works referred to previously, Halliday has allocated a 
whole chapter to the illustration of cohesion in his book An Introduction to Functional 
Grammar (1994). In these books, the authors posed the framework of cohesion. They 
treat the concept of cohesion as “a semantic one, i.e., the relations of meaning that exist 
within the text.” (Halliday & Hasan 1994) Regarding the different aspects, Halliday and 
Hasan divided cohesion into two types: the grammatical one and the semantic one. The 
grammatical one refers to those which helps to build the grammatical structure in a 
discourse and expresses the more general terms, such as the reference the, while the 
semantic one provides more specific meaning through the vocabulary, as in example (3), 
the noun queen. 
 
Under these two items, Halliday and Hasan again subdivided cohesion into five classes: 
reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical cohesion. 
 
Reference, conjunction and lexical cohesion all belong to the type of semantic cohesion. 
“Reference do not mark semantic relations, it is a semantic relation.” (Hoey 2000: 5) 
and occurs when indicating an item which is being talked about in certain context. Thus, 
pronouns and determiners are both reference items. Conjunction in the cohesive sense 
includes the use of adjunct-like elements by writers or speakers to mark the semantic 
relationships they perceive as holding between the sentences they produce, for example, 
however, alternatively, and on the other hand may all serve to mark a perceived 
semantic relation. Lexical cohesion to Halliday and Hasan is a loosely labeled class. In 
this class they “include a variety of kinds of semantic relationship that can exist 
between lexical items, clustering them into two broad sub-classes: reiteration and 
collocation.” (Hoey 2000: 6) 
 
Substitution and ellipsis according to Halliday and Hasan are grammatical relations. 
Substitution occurs whenever one of a small class of items substitutes an earlier item in 
the text, and ellipsis stands as nothing in for an earlier item, or in other words, a zero 
substitution. 
 
Details of the concepts of these five categories will be discussed in Chapter Two. 
 
1.4. Cohesion and Coherence 
When cohesion draws a lot of attention in text analysis, another phenomenon of 
coherence, which exists in the discourse, cannot be neglected. 
 
Coherence, with its less prominent features, is defined by Yule (1996) as something by 
which people make sense of what they read and write through making use of their 
experience of the way the world is. The emphasis on familiarity and knowledge as the 
basis of coherence is necessary because of evidence that we tend to make instant 















As it appears in example (2), the method of coherence but not cohesion is used to read 
through it. By coherence, we create the situation of a tape being played and use our 
experience of listening to the tape and hence cohere  the clauses together and define it as 
a text. 
 
1.5. Purpose of the Thesis 
Since cohesion is the part of the language system, by analyzing it, we may manage to 
obtain some knowledge of language and of how the texts come into being. With the 
model of cohesion by Halliday & Hasan, the author set out in this thesis trying to 
analyze two kinds of texts — legal documents and fairy tales, which belong to different 
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Legal documents belong to non-narrative and formal texts, and fairy tales belong to the 
narrative and informal one. Nonetheless, whether there exists possible relationship 
























































1.6. Corpus—a Continuum 
In this thesis, a corpus is built, which consists of two types of texts — legal documents 
and fairy tales. As we all know, these two kinds of texts are always discussed 
distinctively, and are categorized as non-narrative text and narrative text respectively. 
What’s more, in the aspect of styles, we incline to look on legal documents as the 
written style and the fairy tales as the spoken style. However, this distinction is not so 
fast-and-clear cut. As inferred from the figure, they only form a continuum. The degree 
of formality may vary according to different writers or speakers. As Georgakopoulou & 
Goutsos point out: 
The prototypical communicative contexts of spoken and written discourse 
only offer the potential for certain features: immediacy, formulaicity and 
rhythmicity, participatory engagement and implicitness in spoken discourse: 
explicitness, integrated expression and abstraction in written discourse. 
(Georgakopoulou & Goutsos 1997: 34) 
However, writing and speaking do have distinct linguistic characteristics. Finegan 
(1999) differentiates four main distinctions between them as follows: 
 
Firstly, in speech, intonation and pitch can be used to convey information, 
accompanied by other extralinguistic devices such as gestures, posture, and 
physical proximity between participants. In writing, the only channels available 
are words and syntax, supplemented by some minor conventions of typography 
and punctuation. 
 
Secondly, a conversation is usually created on line. There will be not enough time 
for pausing to choose the word in risk of losing the floor. So there are only small 
continuatives such as well, um and so on to fill the gaps and doing repairs. On the 
other hand, the written registers have more time for composing and revising 
forward. 
 
Thirdly, speeches are felt more personal, for speakers are doing face-to-face 
communication, and hence the immediacy of the interlocutors and contexts of 
interaction allow them to refer to themselves. By contrast, the contexts of writing 
limit the degree to which written expression can be personal. 
 
Finally, written registers tend to rely less on the context of interaction than spoken 
registers do. Writing is more context-dependent. In speeches, expressions of 
spatial deixes, i.e., today and then can be understood with reference to the here 
and now of the utterance. Contrarily, in writing the lack of a shared environment 
tends to make such expressions opaque or confusing. 
 
In a word, speeches and writings can be differentiated several ways, including the 
application of cohesive devices, in which the thesis will elaborate and spot the 
relations between the use of cohesive devices and the genres and between 
narratives and non-narratives which are embodied respectively be the fairy tales 















1.6.1. Legal Documents 
The corpus built covers 25 texts of legal documents. All of them are originally written 
in English. They come from the following books: The Constitution of the United States, 
Family Law, Criminal Procedure, Torts, Contracts, Products Liability, and Federal 
Rules of Evidence. The texts are selected randomly, which are qualified enough to be 
called the samples of English legal documents. Legal documents, as many researchers 
point out, are formal texts, situating on the formal end of the register continuum. It is 
one of those kinds, which can best represent the characteristics of that register. 
1.5.2. Fairy Tales 
Besides the legal documents, the corpus also includes 25 fairy tales. Some are very 
famous and household. They are from the noted fairy tale books: the Grimm’s Fairy 
Tales and The Bronze Ring. Fairy tales have their audience as children, which require 
that the language of the tales is simple and easy to understand. Therefore, the writers 
always make up the fairy tales just like the style of our daily conversations. As a result, 
fairy tales are located on the informal end of the continuum, sharing some features of 
speeches, as the figure shows. 
1.6. Method Used 
In this thesis, the statistic work was done with the help of the corpus. The main method 
used is to work out the density and frequency of each cohesive device, i.e., calculate the 
number of the clauses and cohesive devices in each text, figure out the proportion of the 
cohesive devices per clause, and then make a comparison of the two kinds of texts, and 
















COHESION—A FUNCTIONAL APPROACH 
 
 
2. Cohesion—a Functional Approach 
Ordinary discourse is not simply isolated, context-free utterances, but linked 
information units comprising reports, orders, comments, descriptions, and other kinds of 
linguistic activity. They cannot be looked on as the totality of utterances but a semantic 
meaning and an organ as a whole. Halliday and Hasan (1976) have developed the 
concept of cohesion in a series of books, and here we will look briefly into the model 
they settled in the following sections. 
2.1. Reference 
References according to Halliday & Hasan (1976) are some items that are “directives 
indicating that information is to be retrieved from elsewhere…what distinguishes 
reference form other types of cohesion, … is that reference is overwhelmingly nominal 
in character.” The characteristic of reference is the specific nature of the information 
that is signaled for retrieval. In this case, the reference and the item being signaled are 
called a tie in the text. Cohesion is realized in the continuity of reference, where the 
same thing is referred to again in the discourse by a referent. Reference is a semantic 
and situational relation, comparing to substitution, which is in the domain of 
grammatical condition.  
 
There are three types of reference: personal, demonstrative, and comparative. 
2.1.1. Personals 
Personal reference is reference by means of function in the speech situation, through the 
category of person … The category of personals  includes the three classes of personal 
pronouns, possessive determiners (usually called ‘possessive adjectives’), and 
possessive pronouns.” (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 37, 43) We may find the nearly equal 
term in traditional grammar —pronouns, though in fact the personals play diverse 
structural roles in a discourse.  
2.1.1.1. Anaphoric and Exophoric Reference 
According to the roles they play in the communication process, we can thus tell between 
two types of personals. One is the type that plays the speech roles, i.e., the first and 
second person. For example, I, you, and we. I is identified as the speaker or addresser, 
while you as the addressee. As for you (plural) and we, they represent the 
speaker/addresser and addressee respectively. Hence they are exophoric reference. 
However, there may be some exclusion that in written texts especially in some narrative 
fictions, the first and second person in the conversations are sometimes anaphoras, but 
they usually do not function as cohesive items. 
 
“Only the third person is inherently cohesive, in that a third person form typically refers 
anaphorically to a preceding item in the text.” (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 48) So it seems 
natural that when we talk of the cohesive function of personal reference, we always 














situation of language-in-action. It happens in the conversation such as “It is a good 
animal, isn’t it?”  “What?” “The frog.” We will assume the it in the discourse 
exophoric unless we make it unambiguous.  
 
To give a more comprehensible explanation, here are a few lines from the fairy tale 
Cinderella or the Little Glass Slipper: 
(4) The Fairy then said to Cinderella: “Well, you see here an equipage fit to go to the 
ball with; are you not pleased with it?” 
“Oh! Yes,” cried she; “but must I go thither as I am in these nasty rags?” 
 
Here the first and the second you with the first and second I all are playing the speech 
roles, and as obvious as it can be, are first and second persons. They have no observable 
cohesive functions in this discourse, though they are anaphoric. While the only she as 
the third person functions as an anaphoric personal reference in the discourse, referring 
back to Cinderella. 
 
Finally, there is another thing worth noting. In some circumstances, the third personal 
singular it may not be interpreted as referring to “a particular person or object, some 
entity that is encoded linguistically as a ‘participant’ —a noun or nominal 
expression —but also to any identifiable portion of text.” (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 52) 
As we can see in Example (5) and  (6): 
(5) The prince considered that he had earned the kingdom fairly twice over, but still he 
was too well bred to argue about it, so he just went back to his gorgeous chariot, and 
surrounded by his escort, returned to the White Cat faster than he had come. 
(Source: The White Cat) 
(6) Or, when they sat of an evening round the fire telling stories which made one’s flesh 
creep, the listeners some times said: “Oh! It makes one shudder,” the youngest sat 
in a corner, heard the exclamation, and could not understand what it meant.  
(Source: The Tale of a Youth Who Set Out to Learn What Fear Was) 
 
In Example (5), the third person singular it refers to a thing, but not strictly a Participant 
(person or object). “It is a whole process or complex phenomenon which is in question.” 
(Halliday & Hasan 1976: 52) And here it has the property of extended reference . In 
Example (6), it refers to a fact. This is an instance of text reference. 
 
Whereas extended reference differs from usual instances of reference 
only in extent — the referent is more than just a person or object, it is a 
process or sequence of processes (grammatically, a clause or string of 
clauses, not just a single nominal) —text reference differs in kind: the 
referent is not being taken up at its face-value but is being transmuted into 
a fact or a report. (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 52) 
 
In addition to it, the demonstratives this and that frequently occur in both extended 














(7) To his horror, he saw that he was now an ass. Still feeling hungry, however, he 
grazed o another vegetable, and discovered that he was changing again beck into his 
human shape. After that, he lay down and slept off his weariness. 
(Source: The Magic Herb) 
That in this example refers to the text “To his horror, … slept off his weariness.” And 
therefore, it is a text reference. 
 
2.1.1.2. Cataphoric Reference 
 
Sometimes personals can refer cataphorically, but “only within a structural framework, 
and therefore do not contribute to the cohesion of the text. The reference is within the 
sentence, and is determined by the structure of the sentence.” (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 
56) This idea is best illustrated in the cleft sentences such as  
 
(8) It happened one day that he came through a dense forest, at the other end of which, 
lying in the valley, was a very grand castle. 
(Source: The Magic Herb) 
Here it refers forward to the process “He came through … a very grand castle.” 
 
There is one cataphoric use of it that is cohesive, illustrated by example (9): 
(9) I would never have believed it. They’re accepted the whole scheme. 
(Source: Halliday & Hasan 1976: 56) 
 
This happens when it is a text reference and it has more in common with demonstrative 
reference than with personal reference. 
 
2.1.2. Demonstratives 
Demonstrative reference is essentially a form of verbal pointing. The speaker identifies 
the referent by locating it on a scale of proximity. Halliday and Hasan discussed in 
Cohesion in English (1976) mainly three types of demonstratives: the selective nominal 
demonstratives (this, these, that, those); the neutral the; and the demonstrative adverbs. 
2.1.2.1. The Selective Nominal Demonstratives 
The nominal demonstratives “refer to the location of some thing, typically some 
entity — person or object — that is participating in the process; they therefore occur as 
elements within the nominal group.” (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 58) They are determiners 
and have the basic function of deictic. In the logical structure they can be either 
Modifier or Head. This, these, that, and those embody within themselves three 
systematic distinctions: “a. between ‘near’ and ‘not near’; b. between ‘singular’ and 
‘plural’; c. between Modifier and Head. All these distinctions have some relevance to 
cohesion.” (Halliday & Hasan 1976: 60) 
 
These four demonstratives usually refer anaphorically to something that has been said 
before. There is a tendency that the speaker/addresser chooses to use this/these to 
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